UNPUBLI SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH Cl RCUI T

No. 02-1096

YVETTE J. DAVI S,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

GAI L MARGERUM Doctor, Munt Vernon Energency
Room Physician; J. E. ALFRED, Oficer, Munt
Vernon Police Departnent of Fairfax County,
Badge #2683; MATTIE L. PALMORE, Magistrate of
Fai r f ax Count vy, Mount Ver non Pol i ce
Department; STEPHEN W ARMSTRONG, Attorney at
Law;, ROBERT B. MACHEN, Attorney at Law,
DEPARTMENT OF FAMLY SERVICES, Ofice for
Chi | dren,

Def endants - Appel | ees,

and

LATIFA ZAMAN, Licensed Daycare Provider,
O fice for Children,

Def endant .

Appeal from the United States District Court for the Eastern
District of Virginia, at Alexandria. GCerald Bruce Lee, District
Judge. (CA-01-1467-A)

Subm tted: March 21, 2002 Decided: April 8, 2002




Bef ore NI EMEYER, W LLI AMS, and M CHAEL, Circuit Judges.

Di sm ssed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Yvette J. Davis, Appellant Pro Se. M Pierce Rucker, 11, Todd
David Anderson, SANDS, ANDERSON, MARKS & MLLER Richnond,
Virginia;, Janes Edward WIlcox, Jr., Fairfax, Virginia; Ralph
Ni chol as Boccarosse, Jr., SICILIANO ELLIS, DYER & BOCCARCSSE,
Fairfax, Virginia; Robert B. Mchen, Annandale, Virginia, for

Appel | ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Yvette Davis appeals the district court’s orders filed on
Decenber 12, 2001, and entered on Decenber 19, 2001, granting
notions to dismss her civil action against sone, but not all,
Def endants. W dism ss the appeal for |lack of jurisdiction because
the order is not appeal able. This court may exercise jurisdiction
only over final orders, 28 US. C 8§ 1291 (1994), and certain
interlocutory and collateral orders. 28 U S.C. § 1292 (1994); Fed.

R CGv. P. 54(b); Cohen v. Beneficial Indus. Loan Corp., 337 U.S.

541 (1949). The order here appealed is neither a final order nor

an appeal able interlocutory or collateral order. See Robinson v.

Parke-Davis & Co., 685 F.2d 912 (4th Cr. 1982).

We dismss the appeal as interlocutory. W deny Defendants
Machen’s and Arnstrong’s notion to dism ss the appeal and di spense
with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are
adequately presented in the materials before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.

DI SM SSED



